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REMARKS 

Claims 1-5, 7-17, 19-25, and 28 are presented for examination, of which claims 1, 21, 
and 28 are independent. Claims 26 and 27 have been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer. 1 
Favorable reconsideration and further examination are respectfully requested. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 5, 7-9, 11-13, 16-17, 20, 21, 22 and 25-28 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Page et al, "The PageRank Citation Ranking: 
Bringing Order to the Web", 1998, ("Page") in view of Martin et al., U.S. Patent Application No. 
2002/0122808 Al ("Martin"). 2 The Examiner also rejected claims 3-4 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Page in view of Martin and further in view of Minard, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,247,020 ("Minard"). Applicants do not concede that the previously pending 
versions of these claims were unpatentable over Page, Martin, or Minard, alone or in 
combination. Nonetheless, in order to advance prosecution and obtain early issuance, Applicants 
have cancelled claims 26 and 27 without prejudice or disclaimer and have amended independent 
claims 1,21, and 28. 

Claim 1 recites: 

1 . (Currently Amended) A method comprising: 

displaying content associated with a uniform resource locator 
(URL) on a graphical user interface (GUI) executing on a client computer; 

receiving a first search parameter for a first search engine; 

displaying a first search result in a first pane of the GUI, the first 
search result comprising a plurality of URL links to a plurality of web 
pages associated with the first search parameter and being generated using 
the first search engine; 

parsing a URL associated with the first search result from the first 
search engine to extract a second search parameter for a second search 
engine, the second search engine being different from the first search 
engine; 



1 Applicants reserve the right to pursue these claims in a continuation application. 

2 Office Action, mailed December 20, 2007, at p. 5. The Office Action did not list claim 21 as being rejected on p. 
5, but pp. 7-9 make clear that the Examiner intended to reject claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Page in view of Martin. 
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communicating the second search parameter from the client 
computer to the second search engine to cause the second search engine to 
perform a search based on the second search parameter; [[and]] 

displaying a second search result in a second pane of the GUI, the 
second search result comprising a plurality of URL links to a plurality of 
web pages associated with the second search parameter and being 
generated using the second search engine; 

automatically updating the second pane in response to a first 
change in the first pane; and 

automatically updating the first pane in response to a second 
change in the second pane . 

In particular, amended independent claim 1 now recites, inter alia, automatically updating a 
second pane (of a GUI) in response to a first change in a first pane (of the GUI), and 
automatically updating the first pane in response to a second change in the second pane. 

Turning to the applied art, Page does not disclose or render obvious the foregoing 
features of amended independent claim 1 . Page discloses a "MultiQuery system which allows a 
user to query two search engines at the same time" including a GUI showing side by side results 
from the two search engines. 3 The two side-by-side search engines of Page may both display 
search results when a search term is entered in the bar at the top of Page's GUI. 4 However, the 
results of one search are not updated in response to a change in the other search. Accordingly, 
Page does not disclose automatically updating a second pane in response to a change in a first 
pane and automatically updating the first pane in response to a second change in the second 



Martin does not cure the deficiencies of Page. Martin describes a "pop-under" display 
window that may be displayed under a web browser in response to an end-user's search request 
to an original search engine. 5 The pop-under (e.g., 910-1 shown in FIG. 9(a) of Martin, 
reproduced below) may be updated as the end-user refines his or her search (in, e.g. a web 



3 Page, at p. 9. 

4 Id. 

5 Martin, at p. 7, para. [0088]. 
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browser 901 shown below) so that the pop-under may contain the latest search from other search 
engine(s) than the original search engine. 6 
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While Martin discloses updating a "pop-under", 7 nowhere does Martin disclose, e.g., updating 
the web browser (e.g., a first pane) in response to a change in the pop-under (e.g., a second 
pane). Thus, Martin does not disclose or render obvious automatically updating a second pane in 
response to a change in a first pane and automatically updating the first pane in response to a 
second change in the second pane. 

Likewise, Minard does not disclose or render obvious the subject matter of amended 
claim 1 . Minard describes "a new concept in user interfaces for development environments: a 



6 Id. See also id. at p. 7, para. [0092]. 

1 Id. 
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single Application Browser or ' AppBrowser' that is used to perform all the usual [Java] 
development functions." 8 The AppBrowser includes a Navigation pane 410, a Content pane 450, 
and a Structure pane 430. 9 The Examiner references Minard as teaching automatically updating 
a second pane in response to a user navigation in a first pane. 10 The referenced passage of 
Minard only discloses selecting a current node in the Navigation pane (410) and, in turn, 
synchronizing the Content and Structure panes (450, 430) to point to the same node. 11 Even if 
the Navigation pane is taken to be a "first pane" and either of the Content and Structure pages is 
taken to be a "second pane", Minard does not disclose updating the Navigation page (e.g., a first 
pane) in response to a change in the Content (Structure) pane (e.g., a second pane). Thus, 
Minard does not disclose or render obvious automatically updating a second pane in response to 
a change in a first pane and automatically updating the first pane in response to a second change 
in the second pane. 

Minard is also non-analogous art to that of Martin and Page, in that it concerns 
application development in a Java environment 12 and not, e.g., GUIs showing search results. 

Thus, for at least the foregoing reason, Page, Martin and Minard, alone or in 
combination, do not disclose or render obvious the subject matter of claim 1, and there is no 
reason to combine these references to provide such subject matter. Applicants therefore 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. 

For at least similar reasons to that described with regard to amended independent claim 1, 
Page, Martin and Minard, alone or in combination, do not disclose or render obvious the subject 
matter of amended independent claims 21 and 28. 

Each of the dependent claims 2-5, 7-17, 19, 20, 22-24, and 25 is patentable for at least the 
same reason as its corresponding independent claim, claim 1 or 21. Applicants therefore 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections. 



8 Minard, at col. 8, lines 36-40. 

9 Minard, at col. 8, lines 45-48. 

10 Office Action, mailed December 20, 2007, at p. 19 (citing Minard, at col. 9, lines 3-7). 

11 Minard, at col. 9, lines 4-6. 

12 Minard, at Abstract. 
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It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

Applicants believe the application is in condition for allowance, which action is 
respectfully requested. 

A payment of $120 for the Petition for Extension of Time fee is being paid concurrently 
herewith on the Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of Deposit Account Authorization. 
Please apply any additional charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050, referencing attorney 
docket no. 10984-755001. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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